





















3.	Contextual	Interviews	Results	With	regard	to	participants’	motivations	to	engage	in	urban	walking,	two	broad	themes	were	seen	to	emerge:	intrinsic	motivations	and	extrinsic	motivations.	Intrinsic	motivations	were	seen	to	refer	to	forms	of	experience	only	available	in	walking,	i.e.	no	other	activity	could	satisfactorily	replace	the	walk.	Conversely,	extrinsic	motivations	referred	to	benefits	that	could	be	accrued	through	the	act	of	walking	but	were	also	available	in	other	forms	of	experience.		 Across	the	group,	a	majority	were	seen	to	hold	strong	intrinsic	motivations.	For	the	most	part,	these	were	associated	with	how	participants	were	able	to	relate	to	their	surroundings	in	unique	ways	while	walking	recreationally.	Many	spoke	of	exploring,	discovering	and	seeing	the	city	as	walkers.	Several	also	claimed	to	directly	value	the	immediate	experience	of	walking.	Though	less	emphasis	was	placed	on	extrinsic	motivations,	many	participants	mentioned	that	walking	provided	them	with	an	opportunity	to	exercise	as	well	as	socialize.		 In	questioning	participants	regarding	their	use	of	GPS-enabled	mobile	maps	a	majority	claimed	to	use	the	technology	while	walking	recreationally.	Many,	however,	stated	that	they	did	not.	Some	simply	did	not	own	a	smartphone.	Others,	however,	held	particular	reservations	regarding	the	use	of	GPS-enabled	mobile	maps,	with	a	number	taking	the	view	that	the	technology	would	undermine	their	walking	experience.		 Among	those	who	did	use	GPS-enabled	mobile	maps,	several	primary	usage	strategies	were	identified.	Most	claimed	to	use	mobile	maps	to	orientate	themselves	and	gain	an	understanding	of	‘where’	they	were.	In	the	main,	‘where’	was	associated	with	broad	generality	as	opposed	to	exacting	specificity.	As	one	participant	put	it:	“That’s	really	all	I	would	use	it	for,	just	[to]	give	[me]	a	general	sense	of	where	I	would	be	going	through	or	near”.	Beyond	orientation,	several	participants	spoke	of	using	mobile	maps	to	plan,	navigate,	and	check	their	route.	In	contrast	to	those	who	prioritized	orientation,	these	participants	sought	specific,	highly	detailed	information.		 In	describing	the	positives	and	negatives	of	their	experience	of	mobile	map	use,	most	participants	offered	relatively	balanced	appraisals;	approving	at	
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Figure	7.	The	prototype	interface	in	situ,	at	the	end	of	the	test-route.		Table	2	An	Overview	of	the	Decisions	taken	in	Relation	to	Particular	Features	in	the	Design	of	the	Final	Prototype		 Interface	Design	Feature(s)		 Approach	Taken	 Decision	Made	in	Relation	to	the	Prior	Iteration	of	the	Interface			Approach	to	Spatial	Representation	 A	circular	distortion	of	the	user’s	location	is	applied.	No	true	distances	are	represented.	The	screen	space	is	divided	into	‘here’,	‘near’	and	‘far’.	

















6.2	The	Observation	Results	Table	3	presents	the	results	of	the	observations	as	well	as	the	comparison	between	participants’	performance	in	both	tasks.	We	may	observe	a	notable	divergence	in	participants’	behaviour	in	each	part	of	the	test	(i.e.	in	their	use	of	the	conventional	interface	and	the	prototype).		Table	3	Variation	in	Participants’	Behaviour	When	Using	The	Conventional	Interface	and	the	Prototype		 Evaluation	Participant	No.	 Frequency	of		Upward	Glances/Gazes	 Variation	Results	in	Relation		to	the	Prototype	Interface		
The	Conventional	Interface		
Prototype	
1	 0	 1	 +1	
2	 0	 6	 +6	
3	 1	 7	 +6	
4	 0	 1	 +1	






6	 0	 2	 +2	
7	 7	 3	 -4	
8	 0	 7	 +7	
9	 0	 5	 +5	
10	 2	 3	 +1	
11	 0	 11	 +11	
12	 1	 7	 +6	
13	 4	 11	 +7	
14	 1	 12	 +11	
15	 0	 8	 +8	
16	 6	 6	 +0	
17	 0	 7	 +7	
18	 4	 9	 +5	
19	 0	 5	 +5	
20	 5	 6	 +1		 Median	Value	 Median	Value	 Median	Value	Derived		 0	 6.5	 +5.5				 Turning	to	the	frequency	of	participants’	upward	glances/gazes	with	the	conventional	interface,	we	see	that	11	(of	20)	participants	did	not	look	up	at	the	surrounding	environment	in	the	first	task.	Those	who	did	look	up,	did	so	a	minimum	of	1	time	and	maximum	of	7	times.	Here,	a	median	value	of	0	upward	glances/gazes	is	derived.			 With	the	prototype,	20	(of	20)	participants	looked	up	at	least	1	time	during	this	minute	sample	of	their	use.	The	maximum	number	of	upward	glances/gazes	
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was	12.	Here,	a	median	value	of	6.5	upward	glances/gazes	is	derived.			 When	directly	comparing	the	frequency	of	participants’	upward	glances/gazes	in	both	parts	of	the	test	through	variance	analysis,	we	find	that	a	median	value	of	5.5	additional	glances/glazes	have	been	observed	in	participants’	use	of	the	prototype.	Indeed,	surveying	each	case	of	paired	values,	it	is	found	that	16	(of	20)	participants	looked	up	at	least	twice	as	much	while	using	the	prototype	as	compared	to	the	conventional	interface.			
6.3	Post-Test	Interview	Results	In	discussing	their	experience	of	prototype,	most	participants	spoke	of	how	the	interface	either	highlighted	or	drew	their	attention	to	features	in	the	surrounding	environment.	For	some,	this	was	simply	a	matter	of	finding	a	name	ascribed	to	a	structure	already	within	their	view,	e.g.,	a	fountain.	For	others,	the	interface	was	found	to	be	highly	directive.	As	one	participant	put	it:	“You	look	this	way	and	that’s	where	the	thing	is.”	Somewhat	surprisingly,	some	appeared	to	find	a	special	value	in	this	guidance.	For	example,	one	participant	claimed	that	it	made	him	aware	of	“what	was	worth	looking	at”	(this	is	considered	in	Section	9).		 When	participants	were	asked	to	compare	the	prototype	to	the	conventional	interface,	all	were	able	to	draw	clear	distinctions	between	the	two	interfaces.	Across	the	group,	two	key	superordinate	themes	were	seen	to	emerge,	
environmentally-focused	understandings	and	interface-focused	understandings.	In	taking	an	environmental	focus,	participants	tended	to	place	emphasis	on	how	the	interface	related	to	the	environment.		For	the	most	part,	this	theme	emerged	in	reference	to	the	prototype,	with	participants	often	noting	how	its	visual	interface	highlighted	immediate	physical	features,	emphasized	directions	or	privileged	their	position	in	relation	to	other	elements.		 Conversely,	in	taking	an	interface	focus	participants	spoke	of	the	interface	almost	exclusively	in	terms	of	its	visual	or	interactive	aspects.	For	the	most	part,	this	theme	emerged	in	reference	to	the	conventional	interface,	which	was	often	described	as	route-based	and	graphically	dense	(i.e.,	presenting	a	complex	visual	representation).		 	With	regard	to	the	value	of	the	prototype,	all	participants	were	able	to	
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envisage	reasonably	well-defined	scenarios	of	use.	Again,	two	superordinate	themes	were	seen	to	emerge,	usage	in	immersive	situations	and	usage	in	prosaic	situations.	Most	envisaged	usage	in	immersive	situations,	with	a	general	emphasis	being	placed	on	the	individual’s	involvement	in	their	surroundings	during	use.	For	example,	some	spoke	of	how,	through	exploration	or	wandering,	the	prototype	might	be	used	to	undertake	a	tour	of	an	unfamiliar	environment.	As	one	participant	speculated,	it	would	allow	them	to	“look	for	what	you	couldn’t	see	on	the	map”.			 Conversely,	with	the	less	prominent	theme	of	usage	in	prosaic	situations,	it	was	not	apparent	that	the	user	would	be	keenly	aware	of	the	surrounding	environment	or	their	embodied	involvement	in	it.	In	these	accounts,	emphasis	was	generally	placed	on	routine	tasks	such	as	general	wayfinding	and	navigation,	highlighting	functionality	over	any	emotional	or	esthetic	possibilities.		
	
6.4	Discussion	This	study	aimed	to	produce	an	interface	for	intrinsically	motivated	urban	recreational	walkers,	which	promoted	a	higher	degree	of	awareness	of	the	surrounding	environment,	at	the	same	time	as	allowing	for	the	experience	of	exploration	(see	Section	3).			 Reviewing	the	results,	it	is	possible	to	make	a	number	of	observations.	Firstly,	with	the	prototype,	a	majority	of	the	group	looked	up	frequently	from	the	screen	and	claimed	to	have	engaged	in	some	way	with	the	environmental	features.	Further,	when	considering	the	possible	value	of	the	prototype,	many	envisaged	highly-immersive	scenarios	of	use	such	as	touring	through	exploration	and	wandering.	Then,	with	the	conventional	interface,	a	majority	did	not	look	up	from	the	screen	and	spoke	of	its	design	in	isolation	from	the	environment,	i.e.,	offered	an	interface-focused	understanding.	Therefore,	in	comparing	participants’	pattern	of	behaviors	in	the	first	task	to	that	in	the	second	task,	it	may	be	that	the	prototype	supported	higher	levels	of	meaningful	engagement	with	the	environment	for	a	majority	of	the	group.	Further,	as	a	majority	were	able	to	envisage	appropriate	scenarios	of	use,	it	appears	that,	at	a	basic	level,	the	interface	was	understood	and	may	be	potentially	viable.		 Consequently,	not	withstanding	the	prototype’s	lack	of	refinement,	it	is	
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possible	to	claim	that	its	interface	design	appears	to	have	met	the	underlying	aim	of	the	study.	Equally,	in	the	context	of	urban	recreational	walking,	it	may	also	be	said	to	present	an	alternative	to	conventional	interface	design	approaches,	which,	through	further	development,	may	allow	for	richer	recreational	experiences.			
	
7.	Conclusion	This	study	is	seen	to	contribute	to	information	design	in	three	ways.	Firstly,	it	provides	a	prototypic	example	of	how	an	interface	might	be	designed	to	meet	the	needs	of	urban	recreational	walkers.	This	example	presents	a	shift	away	from	conventional,	totalized	cartographic	representations	of	space,	as	called	for	by	Brown	and	Chalmers	(2003).	Secondly,	following	on	from	other	work	(e.g.,	Mollerup	2013;	Wang,	Park	and	Fesenmaier	2012),	the	results	of	the	contextual	interviews	offer	further	insight	into	the	complex	relationship	between	GPS-enabled	technology	and	recreational	experiences.	Thirdly,	as	this	is	a	practice-based	study	it	has	been	necessary	to	strike	a	balance	between	the	demands	of	formal	research	on	the	one	hand	and	practical	work	on	the	other.	It	is	hoped	that	techniques	employed	throughout—whether	relating	to	participant	recruitment,	contextual	research,	iterative	design,	prototype	development	or	evaluation—may	inform	and	guide	the	work	of	future	researchers	in	the	field.			
8.	Limitations	While	the	results	obtained	are	promising,	it	must	be	borne	in	mind	that	as	a	single	case	study,	with	a	small	number	of	participants	mainly	aged	between	25-34,	no	generalizations	can	be	drawn	from	the	results.	It	must	also	be	stressed	that	the	comparison	of	results	in	evaluation	only	suggests	that	the	prototype	may	have	supported	higher	levels	of	meaningful	engagement.	No	final	inferences	can	be	drawn.	There	are	a	number	of	reasons	for	this.	For	example,	participants’	behavior	may	have	been	affected	by	the	different	locations	of	tasks,	or	that	the	researcher	was	present	for	the	first	task	but	not	the	second.	Finally,	as	this	a	mixed-fidelity	prototype,	much	technical	work	is	still	required	before	a	more	robust,	wide-ranging	system	can	be	delivered.	This	would	demand	significant	investment,	not	to	mention	the	dedicated	attention	of	
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a	highly	ambitious,	multi-disciplinary	team.	However,	based	on	this	early	work,	it	appears	that	any	outcome	would	have	beneficial	implications	for	the	practice	of	urban	recreational	walking	and	indeed,	more	generally,	for	urban	tourism	as	a	whole.		
9.	Future	Work	Leading	on	from	this	study,	two	recommendations	for	future	work	are	made.	Firstly,	it	is	recommended	that	future	designs	focus	explicitly	on	the	possibility	of	embedding	directionality	in	a	mapping	interface	in	order	to	support	a	user’s	awareness	of	the	surrounding	environment.	Secondly,	based	on	the	observation	that	some	participants	saw	value	in	the	inclusion	of	certain	features,	it	is	also	recommended	that	the	possibility	of	allowing	users	to	filter	the	type	and	levels	of	content	be	considered.	This	would	enhance	their	ability	to	explore	on	their	own	terms.	Beyond	the	above,	other	approaches	to	the	visual	design	of	GPS-enabled	mobile	maps—moving	beyond	directionality—might	be	proposed,	along	with	other	areas	of	application,	e.g.,	running	or	cycling.		
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